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Probation and parole were designed tc protect the
community by reducing the incidence cf criminal acts bypreviously convicted persons. As of June 30, 1976, about 92,000offenders were in Federal corrections programs; about 64,000 of
these offenders were on probation or parole. A review wasconducted of the operations of five probation
districts--California Central, Georgia Northern, Illinois
Northern, Washington, D.C., and Washington Western--to evaluatehow the system was providing supervision and rehabilitationservice.. A sample cf both open and closed probation and parole
cases was reviewed. Findings/Conclusions: In the closed cases,about half of all offenders removed from supervision either hadtheir probation or parole revoked, had absconded, were convicted
cf new crimes, or were awaiting trial. In the open cases, asimilar trend was developing; however, the final results were
not available. The high percentage of offenders convicted of newcrimes while under supervision indicates problems either in the
selection of offenders to e placed on probation or parole or inthe programs for supervising and rehabilitatirg them, cr both.Although probation officer contacts with offenders have
increased somewhat, probation officers are not meeting minimumstandards established by the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts. Studies have shown that professional treetment ofmedical, vocational, family, and other problems can helpprobationers and parolees to move cut of the criminal justicesystem. Federal supervision programs are not providing enoughprofessional treatment, and rehabilitation services often arenot available in the ccmmunity from public service organizationsor Government programs. Recommendations: The Administrative
Office, in cooperation with the Parole Commission and probation
officers, should review the present level cf supervisorycontacts. Definitive guidelines shculd be issued to probationofficers on what parole violations constitute sufficient grounds
for the Commissicn tc issue a warrant. The processing time
required to issue warrants should e reduced, and the



warrantless search and seizure needs of probation officersshould be reviewed. District probation offices should improvetheir rehabilitation programs by: preparing rehabilitation lanswhich translate identified needs irto short- and long-termtreatment goals for each offender, referring cffenders to neededservices, and following up to see that offenders receive neededservices. The Administrative Office should: evaluate probationdistrict offices routinely for program implementation,effectivenesz, and shortcomings; provide written repo+rs to theJudicial Conference and the district chief probation officers ofthe results of evaluation efforts; and followup to insure thatcorrections are made. (Author/SW)



REPORT TO THE CONGRESS
so

., h -BY T'HE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
- . .'OF THE UNITED STATES

Probation And Parole
Activities Need To Be
Better Managed
The Federal Probation System does not pro-
vide adequate supervision and rehabilitation
treatment for offenders.

--About half of all offe'r'; released on
probation or parole at 'me five proba-
tion districts reviewed either (1) had
their probation or parole revoked, (2)
absconded, (3) were convicted of new
crimes, or (4) were awaiting trial.

Offenderswere neither being contacted
frequently by probation officers nor
receiving needed rehabilitation treat-
ment.

The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts
has not adequately managed or monitored
probation activities. To irrprove the system,
(1) more emphasis should be placed on
supervising and rehabilitating offenders and
(2) district probation offices should be more
efficiently monitored and evaluated.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF' THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20a48

g-133223

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report describes shortcomings in the operation
and administration of the Federal Probation System. The
report shows that the Federal Probation System is not ade-
quately providing supervision and rehabilitation treatment
to probationers and parolees. If supervision and rehabilita-
tion efforts are to become more effective, the Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts must begin to adequately
manage and monitor probation activities. In addition, more
assistance and guidance is needed from the U.S. Parole Com-
mission if Federal probation officers are to effectively
carry out their responsibilities in supervising parolees.
We suggest ways in which the judicial branch as -,ell as the
executive branch can improve the Government's efforts.

We made our review pursuant to the Accounting and
Auditing Act of 195, (31 U.S.C. 67) and the December 1968
agreement between the Director, Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts, and the Comptroller General provided for in the
September 1968 resolution of the Judicial Conference of the
United States.

Copies are being sent to the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, and to the heads of the departments
and agencies discussed in this report.

Comptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S PROBATION AND PAROI.E ACTIVITIES
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS NEED TO BE BETTER MANAGED

DIGEST

About half of the people convicted of Federal
crimes and released on probation or parole in
five probation districts reviewed were revoked,
were convicted of new crimes, were awaiting
trial, or had absconded. Neither the Federal
Probation System nor its administration by
the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts
is adequate.

While probationers and parolees who stay
out of trouble justify their releases,
those who backslide point out the inade-
quacy of supervision and rehabilitative
activities. Because statistics on whether
probationers and parolees adjust back into
society--the scorecard of probation officers'
achievement--are not kept, GAO sampled
both open and closed probation and parole
cases in five Federal probation districts:
California Central, Washington, D.C;
Georgia Northern, Illinois ortherr, and
Washington Western.

FROBATIONERS' AND PAROLEES'
SUPERVISION PROBLEMS

Both the courts and the United States Parole
Commission assign general and special con-
ditions to which an offender must agree to
be released. General conditions, which
apply to all offenders, include not viola-
ting any laws, maintai.ing regular employ-
ment, having no firearms, and maintaining
contact with probation officers. Special
conditions may require that probationers
and parolees participate in drug, alcohol,
or mental health treatment programs or,
in the case r obationers, pay fines or
make restitL ,.

An offender's _f e can be revoked ir
conditions at ret. A person violating
some general cc ditions (committing additional
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crimes or carrying firearms) is subject to
immediate arrest.

Standards on supervisory contacts
not observed

A probation officer, assigned to supervise
each probationer and parolee, must maintain
personal contact with the offender and his
family, friends, and associates. These
contacts inform the probation officer of
an offender's activities, and thereby help
the officer spot problems that could pose
a threat to the community.

The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts
and the U.S. Parole Commission require
that probation officers personally visit
offenders. Depending on the risk offen-
ders pose to the community, visits may be
made from once every 3 months to three
times each month.

For the average active cases, only minimum
risk offenders were being contacted as
frequently as called for by the standards--
four times a year. Principal reasons for
the limited contact with igher risk of-
fenders were:

-- At some probation offices otheL duties,
such as making presentence investiga-
tions, prevented more contact.

-- Other o'fices had established their own
standards which required less frequent
contact. (See ch. 3.)

Parole Commission policies
handicap robation officers'
supervision of parolees

Although the U.S. Parole Commission is
ultimately responsible for parolees,
probation officers are responsible for
supervising them. However, probation
officers have difficulty doing this be-
cause the Parole Commission has:
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--Often delayed issuing requested arrestwarrants, causing (1) probation officers tohave a "who cares" ttitude and to not al-
ways report violations or request warrants
promptly and (2) offenders to remain at
large and sometimes commit additional
crimes.

--Not effectively dealt with the problemi
of warrantless searches and seizures
which confronts probation officers.
(See ch. 4.)

Supervision programs not providing
for rehabilitation

Studies show that professional treatment
(medical, vocational, etc.) can help
probationers and parolees move out of
the criminal justice system. Federal
supervision programs are not providing
enough professional treatment, and someprobation officers were not spending the
time necessary to plan for offenders to
receive needed professional help. They
should.

Rehabilitation services often were notavailable in the community from public
service organizations or Government
programs. Each probation district
should know about and use services
that are available and provide those
that are not. (See ch. 5.)

SUPERVISION PROBLEMS
MUST BE DEALT WITH

Problems in supervising probationers
and parolees are not new--GAO's review
included cases closed as far back as
January 1973. Although the Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts is
generally aware of the problems, it hasnot reacted satisfactorily. This may
have been due to

--a lack of data on the seriousness of
the problems and
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--the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts not having full management control
over the supervision program.

GAO makes various recommendations to the
Judicial Conference, Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts, and to the Parole Com-
mission designed to improve the Federal
Probation System.

These recommendations are contained in
chapters 3 through 6 and point out the need
to identify and implement ways to improve
supervision and rehabilitation treatment
programs and the overall management of the
system, including establishing goals and
an adequate reporting system.

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts shares GAO's concern with the defi-
ciencies found in providing services to
offenders and in the management and direc-
tion provided to district probation of-
fices. The Administrative Office agrees
that the Probation System's effectiveness
can be improved. The Administrative Of-
fice's planned and proposed actions to im-
prove supervision, rehabilitation, and
management are discussed in chapter 7 and
are contained in appendix II.

The U.S. Parole Commission agrees that
(1) supervision guidelines should be re-
evaluated and (2) a thorough study should
be made to assess whether search and
seizure authority should be given to pro-
bation officers. The Commission also re-
cently developed and adopted a set of
guidelines for warrant issuance. (See
ch. 7 and app. III.)

The Department of Justice generally agrees
with the report's findings and recommenda-
tions, especially the recommendations to
increase emphasis on the rehabilitation
and supervision of persons released from
Federal prisons; to establish standardized
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procedures and specific definitions of
responsibility where multiple a"encies are
involved; and to arrange cooperative meet-
ings between the U.S. Parole Commission, the
Judicial Cnference, and the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts to improve anage-
ment techniques. (See ch. 7 and app. IV.)

The Administrative Office and the U.S.
Parole Commission were concerned over the
success-failure statistics developed by GAO
since these statistics mlight be construed
as reflecting the overall success-failure
rates of the Probation System. GAO's
success-failure rates were only intended
to provide insight into how well the sys-
tem was functioning and to identify areas
needing improvement. The need for improve-
ment was clearly demonstrated by the re-
sults of GAO's work, a conclusion both agen-
cies endorsed by their substantive actions
taken on GAO's recommendations. (See ch. 7
and apps. II and III.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Probation and parole were designed to protect the com-
munity by reducing the incidence of criminal acts by pre-
viouslv convicted persons. Probation permits a convicted
offender to remain in the community instead of being in-
stitutionaiized. Probation is a correctional approach to
the offender, as opposed to the purely punitive approach.
It was designed to maintain the unity of society by holding
families together and strengthening the individual's concept
of social responsibility and attempts to bring all of the
community resources to bear on the offender's proble. Parole
returns an institutionalized offender to the community under
certain conditions before completion of his or her sentence.
As of June 30, 1976, about 92,000 offenders were in Federal
corrections programs; about 64,000 of these offenders were oil
probation or parole.

Our review was directed at determining how well the
Federal Probation System was working. We reviewed the opera-
tions of five probation districts--California Central, Georgia
Northern, Illinois Northern, Washington, D.C., and Washington
Western--to evaluate how the System was providing supervision
and rehabilitation services. These five districts contained
17 percent of all offenders on probation and parole during
fiscal year 1976. In addition, we sent questionnaires to
chief judges and chief probation officers at 91 U.S. district
courts and to 22b probation officers. (Ch. 8 discusses the
scope of our work in more detail.)

FEDERAL PROBATION SYSTEM

The ederal Probation System, established in 1925, con-
sists of 91 probation offices under the overall administra-
tive direction of the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts. Chief U.S. Probation Officers (CUSPOs) provide
day-to-day operational direction for each of the district
probation offices. The Federal Probation System also serves
the U.S. Parole Commission and the Bureau of Prisons but has
no direct organizational affiliation with them.

The Federal Probation System, according to the Admini-
strative Office, does not exist as an independent system
solely responsible for the sucess or failure of the offenders
that come into contact with it. The Administrative Office
is quick to point out that offenders come into the system as
failures having been convicted of criminal violations. They
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bri g with them a varying degree of social problems and itis fot surprising that many of them experience further dif-ficu ty while in the system or after having left it.

As shown below, the Federal Probation System employees'duties require coordination with many organizations.

FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

PROOATIONER RESUMES
3 POSITION IN COMMUNITY

COUR T
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The key to successful probation and parole is effective
supervision which will protect society while rehabilitating
offenders. Probation officers give this supervision by coun-
seling, guiding, and referring offenders to rehabilitative
service agencies. These officers also prepare presentence
investigation (PSI) reports on persons convicted of Federal
offenses to provide the courts information on the character
and personality of these individuals as well as on their prob-
lems and needs. These reports assist judges in sentencing,
probation officers in supervising, and institutions in devel-
oping rehabilitation treatment plans. (See app. II for de-
tailed informatiom on the workload of the Federal Probation
System during fiscal years 1971 to 1976.)

JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES

The Judicial Conference of the United States establishes
the administrative policies of the ederal judicial system.
The Conterence customarily meets semiannually to set policy
and review court operations including those of the Probation
System. Its membership consists of the Cief Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court, the chief judge of ach circuit court,
the chief judge of the Court of Claims, the chief judge of
the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, and a district judge
from each district elected by the circuit and its district
judges.

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE U.S. COURTS

The Supreme Court of the United States appoints the di-
rector and a deputy director who head the Administrative Of-
fice of the U.S. Courts. The director is the administrative
officer of all U.S. courts except the Supreme Court.

Under the direction of the Judicial Conference, the di-
rector is required to

--evaluate and submit reports on probation
officers' work,

-- prescribe record forms and statistics to
be kept by probation officers, and

-- formulate rules for and promote the ef-
ficient administration of the Proba-
tion System.

The Probation Division of the Administrative Office ir
responsible primarily for providing direction to and evaluat-
ing the operations of the Federal Probation System.
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U.S. DISTRICT COURTS

There are 89 district courts in the 50 States and 1
each in the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. Each State has at least one district court
and as many as four. Each district court has a chieL judge,
clerk, magistrate, bankruptcy judge, CUSPO, and support
staff.

The district judges have direct control over the CUSPOs.
CUSPOs, however, manage day-to-day probation operations and
are required to

--establish policies and procedures concerning
the overall work of the probation office,

-- handle investigative work for the courts and
supervise probationers and parolees,

-- make reports on administrative expenses and
supplies,

-- establish and direct inservice training, and

-- develop liasion with community service groups.

U.S. PAROLE COMMISSION

The U.S. Parole Commission consists of nine members
appointed by the President with the advice and consentof the Senate. These members serve 6-year terms and can be
reappointed. In general, the Commission is responsible forsupervising, through Federal probation officers, Federal
parolees and for prescribing and modifying the terms and
conditions governing parolees.

The Commission's principal functions are to

--determine the date of parole eligibility for
adult prisoners,

-- grant parole,

-- prescribe terms and conditions to govern the
prisoner while on parole,

-- issue warrants for the arrest of parole violators, and

-- revoke parole and modify the conditions of parole.
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CHAPTER 2

PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES OFTEN HAVE PROBLEMS

ADJUSTING BACK INTO SOCIETY

Statistics on the probationers and parolees who adjust
back into society--the scorecard of probation officers'
achievement--need to be upgraded substantially if they are to
be used for management purposes. To obtain some indication
of the system's success, we sampled both open and closed pro-
bation and parole cases in five Federal probation districts.

In the closed cases, about half of all offenders removed
from supervision either had their probation or parole revoked,
had absconded, were convicted of new crimes, or were awaiting
trial. For the latter two categories, arrest and conviction
data was obtained for the offenders' probatioi or parolee
periods and for a followup period which exten .d to June 1976.
In open cases, a similar trend was developing; however, the
final results are not in on these cases.

Our randomly selected sample included

-- 491 cases (356 probationers and 135 parolees) from
the 10,101 cases closed in 1973 and 1974 and

-- 482 cases (302 probationers and 180 parolees)
fror the 9,307 cases under active probation or
parole supervision on or about March 1, 1976,
and which had been on supervision before
September 1, 1975.

(The method used in selecting and analyzing these cases is
discussed in Ch. 8.)

On the basis of a detailed analysis of the 491 closed
cases, we projected for the 10,101 closed cases that:

--3,273 offenders (about 32 percent) failed--
1,216 offenders (about 12 percent) had their
probation or parole revoked; /and 2,057

1/The return of a parolee to prison for violating conditions
of release which could result from a new conviction or from
technical violations or the resentencing of a probationer
following violations to serve a prison sentence. The de-
cision to revoke is a responsibility that rests with the
courts for probationers or with the Parole Commission for
paroles.
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offenders (about 20 percent) received additional sen-
tences of 60 days or more or fled supervision.

-- 788 offenders (about 8 percent' had been convicted of
new offenses and received sentences of less than 60
days or were wanted for new violations.

--465 offenders (about 5 percent) were awaiting trial.

Thus, about 45 percent of the offenders experienced diffi-
culties.

Generally, probationers did better than parolees. An es-timated 29 percent of the 7,323 probationers failed, while 41percent of the 2,778 parolees failed. Projecting to theuniverse of 10,101 closed cases, 1,131 parolees and 2,142
probationers whose cases were closed in 1973 and 1974 failed.

The following table shows, by district, the failure ratesamong the closed cases analyzed.

Failure rateU.S. court district Probation Parole

(percent)

California Central 42 41Ceorgia Northern 22 46Illinois Northern 19 30Washington, D.C. 21 54Washington Western 24 42

To estimate how many offenders were arrested and con-
victed of additional crimes while on supervision, we an-
alyzed arrest and conviction data for the 482 active cases
and 491 closed cases. We then projected the arrest and con-
viction rates to our universes as follows:

Estimated offenders
Sample Arrested Convicted

percent percent

Active 3,127 34 1,582 17
Closed(note a) 3,515 35 2,465 24

a/In order to compare the arrest and conviction rates for
closed and active cases, only arrests and convictions oc-
curing during the actual period of supervision were used.

6



Compar-ng data from closed cases with that from active
cases, arrest and conviction rates for active case offenders
approach those for closed case offenders.

Of the estimated 1,582 active case offenders convicted
and the 2,465 closed case offenders convicted shown in the
previous table, 44 and 36 percent respectively were parolees.
Even though parolees comprised a small portion of the people
under supervision, as shown in the following table, they ac-
counted for a significant portion of new convictions while
under supervision.

Conviction offense Convictions
Probationers (note a) Parolees note a)

Homicide 0 0
Robbery 9 9
Assault 10 2
Sex offenses 5 9
Burglary 7 3
Larceny 18 17
Fraud/forgery 18 7
Narcotics 19 21
Alcohol 42 20
Probation/parole

violations 17 9
All other crimes 45 27

Total 192 124

a/Includes both active and closed case offenders.

Parolees accounted for 45 percent of new convictions
for such crimes as robbery, assault, and sex offenses and
for 40 percent of those for crimes against property, such as
burglary, theft, and larceny.

CONCLUSIONS

Probation and parole are considered appropriate alter-
natives to incarceration when offenders (1) have a good po-
tential for rehabilitation and (2) do not pose a serious risk
to the well-being of the community. However, the estimated
4,526 offenders who had difficulty raises a serious question
about the Federal Probation System's ability to help offenders
adjust back into the community while protecting society. The
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high percentage of offenders convicted of new crimes whileunder supervision indicates problems either in the selectionof offenders to be placed on probation or parole or in theprograms for supervising and rehabilitating probationers andparolees--or both.
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CHAPTER 3

MORE EMPHASIS SHOULD BE PUT ON SUT'ERVISION

More frequent contacts by probation officers with high-
and medium-risk offenders in the Federal Probation Systemare needed. For closed cases, maximum- and medium-risk offen-ders were personally contacted an average of only five times
annually. For active cases, the number of contacts made withoffenders still on supervision as of March 1976 showed that
although increasing, the number of contacts with maximum-
and medium-risk offenders were still infrequent.

Probation officers have numerous duties which detractfrom their ability t-o provide adequate supervision. Super-vision must be emphasized more so that probation officers
can better assure that probation or parole conditions are
met and needed rehabilitation services are provided. Con-tacting offenders more frequently may require added re-sources, but first an attempt should be made to improve theallocation of the probation officer's time among his v3rious
duties.

MORE FREQUENT SUPERVISION CONTACTS NEEDED

Standards for caseload classification and supervision
contacts were not issued until 1971. The standards wereestablished by the paroling authority, then the United
States Board of Parole, working in conjunction with proba-tion officers and staff of the Administrative Office. The
criteria are based on the relative risk hat an offender
poses to the community. Maximum-risk offenders have com-mitted serious crimes of violence, have extensive priorrecords, and have many unstable social and personal character-istics. These individuals are to receive at least three
personai contacts a month, or 36 annually. Minimum-risk
offenders have committed less serious crimes, have no ex-
terisive prior records, and have stable social and personalcharacteristics. Probation officers are to contact these
individuals at least once a quarter, or four times annually.
Cases not meeting the criteria for maximum or minimum riskare classified medium risks and are to be contacted once a
month, or 2 times annually. The standards were goals tobe implemented in supervising parole cases when sufficient
personnel became available.

Although the standards were not adopted by the Admin-istrative Office for probation cases until September 1974,
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we used them to gage the frequency of probationer contact
for closed cases. The Administrative Office agreed that
this was a reasonable approach.

In addition to personal contacts, probation officers
are also to make collateral contacts. A collateral contact
is a telephone or personal contact with someone other than
the offender, such as family members or employers. These
contacts are used to obtain information regarding the of-
fender's attitude, activities, and problems. The established
collateral contact rates are once a month for maximum- and
medium-risk offenders and once every three months for
minimum-risk offenders,

A comparison of closed and active cases indicates in-
creased probation officer contacts with offenders; however,
higher risk offenders are still not getting the required
amount of personal supervision. The following table com-
pares the contact levels between closed and active cases
for various risk categories.

Average rate of contact annually
Active cases

Closed cases (through
(1973-74) Mar. 1, 1976)

Percent Percent
of of

Ris categor Number standard Number standard

Minimum 4 100 5 127
Medium 5 42 7 57
Maximum 5 14 9 25
Unclassified (note a) 3 69 5 13

a/We compared the contact rates for cases which had not been
classified as to risk against the rate set for minimum-
risk cases.

As indicated by the active cases, probation officers
are supervising minimum-risk offenders above the standard
but are still deficient in supervising maximum- and medium-
risk cases. The col] teral contacts for both closed and ac-
tive cases were also below established levels. For the
closed cases the collateral contact rate was only 23 percent
of the standard, and for active cases it was only 43 percent.

COURT AND PAROLE CONDITIONS ARE NOT MET

Both the courts and the Parole Commission assign general
and special conditions to which an offender must agree to be
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released. General conditions, which apply to all probationersand parolees, include such things as not violating any laws,maintaining regular employment, having no firearms, and re-porting to probation officers as directed. Special condi-tions may require that probationers and parolees participatein drug, alcohol, or mental health treatment programs or, inthe case of probationers, to also pay fines or make restitu-
tion.

The closed cases surveyed had 171 special conditions;39 percent of these conditions were not met. The followingtables show performance rates by district and types of con-ditions required for sampled probationers and parolees.

Conditions
Not met PercentDistrict Assigned (note a) not met

California Central 47 21 45Georgia Northern 18 2 11Illinois Northern 16 7 44Washington, D.C. 36 21 58Washington Western 54 15 28

Total 171 66 39

a/Includes only those offenders who did not meet the condi-tions prescribed by the courts or the U.S. Parole Commis-sion or who did not comply with the instructions of theirprobation officer.

Special condition Number Percentof release Assigned Not met not met
Fine (note a) 45 9 20Restitution (note a) 34 8 24Community service

(note a) 23 4 17Drug program 26 16 62Alcohol program 12 9 75Other conditions
(note b) 31 20 65

Total 171 66 39
a/Does not apply to parolees.

b/Includes such things as vocational training, mental health
counseling, and employment.
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The active sample cases reviewed had 211 special condi-

tions imposed. Of these, 34 percent had not been met as of
March 1976.

TWO REASONS FOR LIMITED SUPERVISION

Problems which contributed to substandard supervision

practices were:

-- Probation officers emphasizing other duties more
than supervisory responsibilities.

--Many probation officers and districts setting their
own contact rates, which differ from Administrative
Office rates.

Probation officers are em hasizing other

duties more than supervision

Administrative Office policy states that probation of-
ficers must avoid concentrating on highly visible activities,
neglecting the less tangible but equally important duties of

supervision. Supervision, however, has a lower priority
among probation officers than the preparation of the more
visible products.

Three CUSPOs interviewed said that supervision was not

the top priority of probation officers. They said, for ex-
ample, making PSIs receives a higher priority than super-
vision.

The Administrative Office made a time study in 1973 and

another in 1975. While both showed that most of a probation
officer's time was indeed spent on nonsupervisory work, by
1975 some improvement had been made. The 1975 study showed

that probation officers spent 62 percent of their time in
nonsupervisory work, as opposed to the 71 percent shown in

the 1973 study. The following diagrams show the results of
the 1973 and 1975 studies.
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Of the time spent (38 percent) on offender supervision
in 1975, only 14 percent consisted of face-to-face contact
while 24 percent was spent on related functions, such as
collateral contacts or work on case files. The Administra-
tive Office has taken no formal action as a result of its
latest time study to insure that CUSPOs increase the number
of personal contacts with offenders. Instead it has tried
to informally encourage CUSPOs and probation officers through
the training sessions given by the Judicial Center. We be-lieve that the 14 percent of ime probation officers spent
on personal contacts was insufficient to meet the Adminis-
trative Office's established levels of supervisory contacts
and that the Administrative Office needs to do more to in-
sure that contact levels are met.

We recognize that PSIs and other court duties require
much of the probation officers' time. However, we believe
that 'istricts can use certain techniques (such as adopting
flexible working hours) to obtain a higher degree of super-vision. ome districts have done this. For example, the
Northern District of Georgia requires that all probation
officers spend at least 2 days each week supervising offen-ders. Four of the five districts reviewed encourage proba-
tion officers to work flexible hours so they can supervise
individuals outside of regular working hours. Additionally,
two of the five districts require some offenders to report to
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the probation office and be personally interviewed by a pro-
bation officer. (Other techniques for improving supervision
are discussed on p. 15.)

In addition to using uch techniques, we believe that
CUSPOs should evaluate how probation officers are managing
their time and try to identify ways to use time more effec-
tively. For example, in one district, probation officers'
supervision areas overlapped. We pointed this out to the
CUSPO, who corrected the situation by revising supervisory
boundaries and assigning probation officers to specific areas.
The CUSPO said that these changes resulted in monetary sav-
ings and less wasted time and enabled probation officers to
make more supervisory contacts.

Districts and robation officers
set their own contact rates

Although Administrative Office guidelines determine
contact rates for probationers and parolees, many districts
have established their own rates:

--Thirty-nine of the 91 districts have established
lower rates than the Administrative Office minimum
for personal contacts with probationers.

--Thirty-three districts have a rate lower than the
Administrative Office minimum for personal contacts
with parolees.

-- Nine districts have established higher contact rates
for both probationers and prolees; however, two of
these said they could not meet the rates set.

The following examples from a study conducted by the
Administrative Office in its Western Region 1/ show the dif-
ferences that can result when probation districts arbitrarily
set contact rates.

--In one district each probation officer evaluates of-
fender risk initially on the basis of procedures
provided by the U.S. Parole Commission. The proba-
tion officers may change classifications to meet the

1/In 1975 the Administrative Office surveyed the probation
districts in the Western Region concerning their supervision
and sentencing practices. The study showed the various
approaches districts were taking to provide offenders with
service,
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